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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore. (Mr. MCINNIS) at 6 o’clock and
23 minutes p.m.
f

INVESTMENT IN EDUCATION
VITAL TO RESPOND TO TECHNO-
LOGICAL REVOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, we are now
in our second week following the re-
cess, a recess where every Member had
an opportunity to consult with his con-
stituents, and I think that most of the
Members had the same kind of experi-
ence that I had. That was an experi-
ence of talking with constituents who
displayed in their commonsense rea-
soning far greater wisdom than is often
displayed here in this institution.

This body seems to have lost touch
with common sense. Common sense of
the people says clearly that education
is a No. 1 priority. They have been tell-
ing us this in many ways for the last 5
years. For the last 5 years, education
as a spending priority has ranked in
the top five priorities as designated by
the American people in public opinion
polls. They clearly have shown that
education is very important.

Seventy-two percent of the people re-
cently interviewed said that if there
are going to be cuts made in the Fed-
eral Government, then the cuts should
not be in education. Education should
not be one of the areas where you
streamline or downsize. They clearly
stated that this was not desirable.

We have common sense repeating
over and over again what ought to be
clear to everybody that is in a deci-
sionmaking position in Government.
We have a crisis.

We have a situation that ought to be
clear by now, where technological
change is escalating. Technological
change, the telecommunications revo-
lution, the information age revolution
are all upon us. As they take hold, it is
quite clear that we need more and
more educated people. It is quite clear
that the people who are educated now
need to have an upgrading and dif-
ferent changes in their education.

In order to meet the present up-
heaval, in order to be able to deal with
it, the minimum need is a massive edu-
cation and job training program. Com-
mon sense tells us we need a massive
education and job training program.
Without any further research, that is
quite clear.

Nobody knows where this techno-
logical information is going, this age of
information, the age of telecommuni-
cations. Nobody can really predict
where it is going to go and what we
should do. Nobody can lay out a de-
tailed plan as to exactly where we are
going to be able to take hold of the sit-

uation and not have it wreck our econ-
omy.

It is a revolution that is displacing
large numbers of workers. We have
seen large numbers of blue collar work-
ers displaced over the last 20 years, but
now we have the middle-management
workers, clerical workers. Large num-
bers of them are being displaced, cer-
tainly temporarily dislocated, and
there is no solution in sight to this.

Large amounts of money are being
made in a booming economy. The econ-
omy is booming if we look at it in gen-
eral. These are very prosperous times.
So if in very prosperous times we are
losing large numbers of jobs and there
is a great deal of dislocation and up-
heaval in the job market, then what is
going to happen if we fall into a reces-
sion and the boom is no longer there?
We have a boom which is unprece-
dented, in that profits are higher than
ever on Wall Street, and yet at the
same time people are less secure than
ever before. More jobs are being lost
than ever before.

I would certainly call to the atten-
tion of all the Members of this House
an article which is must reading. It is
a series of articles that started in the
Sunday New York Times, March 3 New
York Times. It is called, ‘‘On the Bat-
tlefields of Business, Millions of Cas-
ualties.’’ That is the title for this par-
ticular article which is the beginning
of the series: ‘‘On The Battlefields of
Business, Millions of Casualties.’’

This is a series which is called ‘‘The
Downsizing of America’’ and this is the
first of 7 articles. It is must reading for
all Americans, must reading for
decisionmakers in Washington, and
must reading for Members of the
House, because it talks about mostly
middle-class people, mostly people who
were employed as of 2 or 3 years ago in
very good jobs, and the kind of suffer-
ing they are going through and have
gone through as a result of this techno-
logical escalation, the age of comput-
ers and telecommunications displacing
large numbers of people.

It has not yet moved to the point
where they are offering remedies, but I
think previous editorials in the New
York Times and a few other of our
leading newspapers have quite clearly
come down on the side of more edu-
cation. Nobody understands all that
has to be done, as I said before, but ev-
erybody who is thinking about the
problem clearly understands that there
will have to be a greater amount of in-
vestment in education, a greater
amount of investment in job training.
It is self-evident. If the experts cannot
see what is self-evident, then certainly
the common sense of the American
people has repeatedly reinforced and
underlined the fact that it is self-evi-
dent to them that we need a greater in-
vestment in education and a greater in-
vestment in job training.

National security now must be de-
fined not in terms of our military
strength and not in terms of our eco-
nomic prowess, but the things that sup-

port that military strength, economic
prowess, leadership in the world. Un-
derneath it is an educated populace.
Nothing is more important than an
educated populace. Nothing is more
important for the security of the coun-
try.
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Nothing is more important to the
quality of life in the country. Nothing
is more important in terms of main-
taining our central humanity than a
massive investment in education.

Instead of a massive investment in
education which is going forward, this
present Congress is proposing that we
disinvest, that we deescalate, that we
downsize the commitment in edu-
cation. Part of that disinvestment ar-
gument is that the Federal Govern-
ment should get out of the business of
education.

We have had the Republican majority
propose that the Education Depart-
ment be totally dismantled, that we
get rid of the Department of Edu-
cation. They put zero in one of the
budgets for the Department of Edu-
cation.

You know, no sane industrialized na-
tion walks away from its commitment
to education to that extent. Every in-
dustrialized nation, on the other hand,
really has a far greater commitment to
education at the central government
level. There is not a single industri-
alized nation that does not have a sub-
stantial commitment to education, and
it is reflected in some kind of single
government coordinating body at the
top, whether they basically are highly
centralized, as they are in Japan and
Germany, France, or whether they are
moving away from a centralized model
and having more flexibility and greater
innovation at the local level, as they
are in Great Britain, and they still
have very strong centralized depart-
ments of education to give some kind
of guidance and direction.

In this country, traditionally we
have had a strong central department
of education. I am certainly not advo-
cating that we have one now. I am not
advocating that we go to the other ex-
treme, that we have zero, nothing, be-
cause our involvement at the central
government level in education is mini-
mal. At its very height, when the De-
partment of Education was even funded
at a higher level than it is funded at
now, we had a very minimal commit-
ment to education at the central level,
and the operation of education in this
Nation remains in the hands of local
education agencies and local school
boards. It still does.

Our commitment to education at this
point at the Federal level is less than 8
percent of the total amount spent on
education, 8 percent of the total. You
know, more than $360 billion was spent
on education last year, and of that $360
billion, most of it was spent by State
governments and local governments.
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Only 7 percent, between 7 and 8 per-
cent, was provided by the Federal Gov-
ernment. A large part of that 7 to 8 per-
cent provided by the Federal Govern-
ment comes in the form of commit-
ments to higher education through the
loan programs and grant programs at
the higher education level. So, when
you are talking about Federal commit-
ment to education at the elementary
and secondary level to the schools
across America, you know, at the local
school boards and local school dis-
tricts, you are talking about a very
minimal commitment. That minimal
commitment, however, sets a tone. It
sets a direction, a sense of direction, a
sense of tone. It has been very impor-
tant in the last 10 to 15 years in stimu-
lating reform, in stimulating more ac-
tivity that is positive at the local and
State level.

The fact that our national govern-
ment, the Federal Government, now is
choosing to back away from that com-
mitment and to downsize and to cut
education at the Federal level has set
off a domino reaction at the State lev-
els and at the local levels to cut edu-
cation fiercely in some places, and in
my home State of New York, large cuts
are being proposed in education aid
from the State to the city of New York
and in the upstate district also, but
greatly the cut impacts most on the
city of New York.

In the city of New York itself, the
city government, the mayor has waged
a war against the board of education,
and in his attempt to balance the budg-
et of the city, the board of education is
being made to pay a higher price than
most other city agencies.

So, what started at the Federal level
has set off a chain reaction which has
been carried through devastating pro-
portions at the State and local level. I
give New York as an example, but
across the country this phenomenon
has taken hold in most big States.
There are cutbacks in most big cities.
There are cutbacks, and we are going
in just the opposite direction than we
should be going. There should be an es-
calation of investment and an esca-
lation of activities in the area of edu-
cation, and we are going in just the op-
posite direction.

Today the Education and Economic
Opportunity Committee, the Commit-
tee on Economic and Educational Op-
portunity, what we used to call the
Education and Labor Committee; the
new Republican majority went to great
lengths to take out the word ‘‘labor,’’
not have ‘‘labor’’ appear anywhere. I
am glad they at least left ‘‘education’’
in the title of the committee; the Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities, Democratic members
held a hearing, a forum, you cannot ac-
tually call it a hearing; it was a frus-
tration forum, because out of frustra-
tion, the Democrats had to set aside
time and recruit witnesses for an un-
usual kind of exercise. It was not an of-
ficial hearing, because the people that
we have sought to call for all of the of-

ficial hearings have not been accepted
by the majority. In fact, the majority,
not following the tradition and the pat-
tern set by the Democratic majority,
which always allowed a reasonable
number of witnesses from the minority
in ration to the majority witnesses, the
majority has chosen to limit the mi-
nority, the Democratic minority has
been limited in our committee to no
more than one witness at each hearing.
You know, one witness has been all we
have been limited to as we proceeded
to discuss revolutionary changes in
education, and even the number of
hearings has been limited.

The hearings that are stacked in
favor of the majority witnesses and
opinions that are only favored by the
majority have been all too few. So we
are proposing revolutionary changes,
gigantic budget cuts, changes in struc-
ture, elimination of the Department of
Education, the restructuring of the
School Lunch Program, the restructur-
ing of the careers program, total re-
vamping of education for individuals
with Disabilities Act, all of those
sweeping changes have been proposed
and are under way without any reason-
able number of hearings.

We have spat upon the democratic
process. We have just denigrated the
democratic process, which at least
called for an opportunity for controver-
sial ideas and new proposals to be dis-
cussed. The Republican majority has
not permitted that.

So we had to have our own hearing
out of frustration, and large numbers
of people were called on one day, kind
of an overwhelming enterprise that we
had to undertake today. I do not recall
exactly how many witnesses, but I
think there were more than 20, 20 wit-
nesses called by five panels, and some
of the witnesses, of course, were out-
standing spirits, outstanding philoso-
phers, outstanding advocates for edu-
cation. We are quite proud of the fact
that we finally had the opportunity to
have them go on record in this very
critical year of decisionmaking.

This is a critical year of decision-
making because even through the Re-
publican majority has not been able to
go through the usual democratic legis-
lative procedure and work its will, they
have not been able to get many of the
revolutionary changes they wanted
passed. They have chosen the appro-
priations route, the budget-making and
appropriations route, to work their
will. They cannot get the reauthoriza-
tion of certain laws. They cannot get
many of the items that they passed at
the level of the House of Representa-
tives passed in the other body. So they
have turned to the appropriations proc-
ess and legislate through the denial of
funds to certain activities, denial of
funds to the Department of Education,
cutting back at a certain level, the de-
nial of funds to title I.

You do not like title I, you do not
have the opportunity to get ride of it
fully, revamp it in the way you want
it, so you cut it be $1.1 billion, about a

25 percent cut. And you follow that
pattern with other programs. Even
Head Start, which is frowned upon un-
favorably by certain sectors of the Re-
publican majority, and Head Start gets
the first cut in the history of the pro-
gram. Ronald Reagan did not cut Head
Start. He increased the amount of
funds for Head Start. George Bush did
not cut Head Start. No President has
cut Head Start. Only now does the Re-
publican majority in the House venture
to cut Head Start by $300 million.

Summer Youth Employment Pro-
gram, which is on the border between
education and job training, very impor-
tant for education because it sends a
positive message to the young people
during the summer. They can be em-
ployed. It says to them that their Gov-
ernment cares something about them.
It has been program that has been cut
down, whittled down over the years.

Ten years ago, in New York City,
90,000 young people were employed in
the summer youth employment pro-
gram. Last year, 32,000 were employed.
It has been steadily cut down to lower
and lower levels over the years. Now
we do not know what is going to be
funded for the coming summer or not.
There is a shadow over it. It is in the
continuing resolution, like everything
else, but when it is not mentioned spe-
cifically, it say it is funded at 75 per-
cent of last year’s level. In the case of
the Summer Youth Employment Pro-
gram, we cannot really determine what
last year’s level is, because there was a
move to phase out the program, and
the amount of funds appropriated was
an amount needed administratively to
phase it out. So there is a big question
mark.

This is March 5. Summer youth em-
ployment programs usually go into mo-
tion sometime this month in terms of
administrative planning, the recruit-
ment, et cetera. As of March 5, we do
not really know what is going to hap-
pen in the Summer Youth Employment
Program.

We have, through the budget process,
through the back door, been able to
Whittle down very critical education
programs. We have done all of this, as
I said before, without going through
the democratic legislative process. We
have treated the process with great
contempt.

To compensate for the contempt that
the majority has shown for the demo-
cratic process, the Democrats on the
committee called today’s forum, which
is, again, not an official hearing. It
does not have minutes and records of
the same type as we have in official
hearings. It does not or did not have
both parties there, and only the Demo-
crats were there. So it is not a sub-
stitute for what should have happened.
But it is an opportunity or was an op-
portunity for people who have opin-
ions, people who are advocates, people
who have been around a long time who
have experience. They should have
their voices heard in this process of
changing education radically.
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The radical changes are unnecessary.

I always frowned on radical approaches
when they are not necessary. Revolu-
tion is a dangerous operation always.
Revolution, things can always get
more chaotic and more people can end
up suffering if you take the revolution-
ary route. So, revolution should only
be undertaken when it is necessary. It
is not necessary to have a revolution in
education, however bad things may be.
We were moving forward in an evolu-
tionary way.

I think proposals that have been on
the table for a long time, made a lot of
sense, starting with the Republican
President, George Bush, and his pro-
posal for America 2000 and his estab-
lishment of the six goals, the Clinton
program of Goals 2000, are not so far
from the Bush Program of American
2000. There was some continuity.
Democratic Governors and Democratic
legislators were involved in both proc-
esses. All of that was moving forward.

Standards were being established
which were first proposed by the Re-
publican administration, and they are
now being established under a Demo-
cratic administration. We did not need
a revolution.

The evolutionary process needed to
be speeded up. The evolutionary proc-
ess needed to have some resources put
behind it. All of the structural changes
were not being accompanied by propos-
als to increase the investment. We
needed more money. You know, to keep
changing the structure and playing
with standards to institute new evalua-
tions and do all the kinds of things
that are proposed in the Goals 2000 leg-
islation does not really allow education
to be impacted in the way it should be
impacted.

During the process of these negotia-
tions and discussions on Goals 2000 last
year, not last year, year before last,
when the Democrats were in the major-
ity, during those discussions we had
long debates about opportunity to
learn standards. Everybody was inter-
ested in standards for teaching the sub-
ject matter. Everybody was interested
in standards for testing. But we talked
about opportunity to learn standards,
and opportunity to learn standards
means that you have to provide the re-
sources for young people to be able to
measure up to the standards that are
the educational standards and to be
able to pass the tests.

If you do not have science equipment,
then do not ask youngsters to pass a
test which is a strenuous test about
science if they do not have science
equipment, if they do not have the
books, if you do not have the necessary
physical plant. We have many schools
across the country where it is just un-
safe to have young people in the
schools, let alone they do not have
proper lighting, they do not have prop-
er ventilation. We have asbestos, in
many cases, still around when it should
not be around, unsafe school as well as
schools that are not conducive to
study.
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All of those factors we try to build

into the standard setting process.
There is a great debate, and we had a
compromise. At least the phrase ‘‘op-
portunity to learn’’ is built into the
standards.

If you follow the course of action pro-
posed by Goals 2000 and deal with
standards for curriculum, course con-
tent, you deal with standards for eval-
uation and have some kind of uniform-
ity so you can compare from one dis-
trict and one State to another. And if
you deal with standards for oppor-
tunity to learn, if you move in that
way, then you put some funding behind
the opportunity to learn standards.
You have to have some money. You
need more money for science equip-
ment, you need money for books. We
have libraries in New York that have
books that are 35 years old, history
books that are 35 years old. What can
you teach a youngster from a history
book that is 35 years old that is going
to allow them to really deal with 1996
and history standards being promul-
gated for the rest of the country, where
the rest of the country has books that
are up to date.

So in numerous ways, investment is
needed. You need to put money behind
the effort. Among the people testifying
today at our forum was the distin-
guished author, Jonathan Kozol. Mr.
Kozol has written many books, and I
think the most famous and current of
the two is ‘‘Amazing Grace.’’ Before
‘‘Amazing Grace’’ is his recent book
which was released last year, before
that a book called ‘‘Savage Inequal-
ities.’’ I think that there is no more ap-
propriately entitled book than ‘‘Savage
Inequalities.’’

Mr. Kozol spent the day with us,
since he testified. In fact, he is here
right now in the audience. I think
nothing was more penetrating than his
statement that you cannot keep asking
the question that most conservatives
use. The favorite statement of the Re-
publican majority, the favorite evasion
of the Republican majority, the favor-
ite evasion of the Republican majority,
is ‘‘You can’t solve educational prob-
lems by throwing money at them. You
can’t solve the problems related to
urban education by throwing money at
them.’’

One is supposed to cringe and fall
back in the face of that kind of state-
ment and apologize for asking for more
money. I think Mr. Kozol made it quite
clear that the answer to that state-
ment is, Oh, yes, you can. Oh, yes, you
must. You must have more money,
more resources applied to the problem,
or you definitely will not solve it.

We do not try to solve any other
problems in this Nation or this society
without the appropriate resources. I
think this country would sort of ap-
plaud itself for its high-technology
military machine that we have, a mili-
tary unlike any that the world has ever
seen. We are continuing to perfect that
high-technology military machine. We

are throwing a lot of money at that.
We have thrown billions and billions of
dollars at the military in order to have
the military solve problems and come
up with some gadgets that nobody real-
ly needs and continue to throw money
at the military. We are building an-
other Seawolf submarine in Connecti-
cut, and the only justification for that
submarine is we want to keep the tech-
nology alive. We want to keep the
workers’ ability to deal with that tech-
nology current and alive. That is the
justification for building another
Seawolf submarine, which costs $2.1 bil-
lion. We are throwing $2.1 billion at a
problem that is really not a problem
anymore, because we already have
enough Seawolf submarines.

The Soviet Union does not exist any-
more and is not building new sub-
marines. We are throwing money at it.
That is a problem that the establish-
ment, a problem that the people who
are hypocritical about streamlining
the budget, choose to designate as a
problem. So they throw money at it.

We are throwing money in the sky at
F–22 fighter planes. In Marietta, GA,
the Speaker’s district, we are building
F–22 fighter planes that are not needed.
There are high-technology fighter
planes unlike anything the world has
ever seen. We already have the best
fighter planes in the world. We already
have fighter planes that nobody is
challenging. The Soviet Union is not
building any new fighter planes to
challenge the ones we have.

Why do we have to throw money at
the problem of high-technology fighter
planes? But we are throwing money at
it at Marietta, GA. It might not be a
problem we need to throw money at to
solve the problem. By throwing money
at the F–22’s in Marietta, GA, in the
Speaker’s district, we are certainly
solving the problem of employment in
that district. That district happens to
be the district that receives the great-
est amount of Federal aid in the coun-
try. The county that the Speaker rep-
resents receives the greatest amount of
money per capita of any county in the
whole country. So by throwing money
in that direction, we certainly are solv-
ing a problem of prosperity and em-
ployment in that country.

So why not provide appropriate re-
sources, or even, if you must have a
phrase, throw money at education, if
you want to solve the problem of edu-
cation? We need money to build
schools, because some of them are lit-
erally unsafe and falling down. Many of
them are, if not unsafe, are not condu-
cive to learning. We need money to
throw at that problem and get new
schools built.

Senator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN and I
introduced a bill 2 years ago which
would provide for the introduction of a
program just to repair dilapidated
schools and maybe build a few. It was
passed in the Senate she even got an
authorization of $600 million, which is
a small amount when you are consider-
ing physical renovations and construc-
tion. But the other body passed it.
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Later on they cut that down to $100
million, and it passed both the Senate
and the House in the reauthorized leg-
islation that we passed in the fall of
1994, before the Republican majority
took over in January 1995.

That money has been totally wiped
out of the budget, $100 million to deal
with asbestos problems, to deal with
lead in the water, to deal with unsafe
conditions, $100 million zeroed out
completely. It is not even under discus-
sion anymore.

We needed to throw money at the
problem of asbestos and lead in the
water. We needed to throw money at
unsafe conditions in certain schools.

So I want to salute Mr. Jonathan
Kozol today when he said,

Despite all that we face in education, we
face the strange phenomena of being asked
repeatedly by those who spend as much as
$20,000 yearly to enroll their children in ex-
clusive private schools, whether money real-
ly matters when it comes to the education of
the poor. Can you solve these kinds of prob-
lems, we are asked, by throwing money at
them?

I think that no more appropriate
statement could be made than to begin
the dialog on whether Americans in de-
cisionmaking positions are serious
about wanting a society which is a fair
society, a society which is feasible in
terms of being able to maintain a sense
of justice and some kind of law and
order that everybody can live with.

To continue from Mr. Kozol’s testi-
mony,

I always find this a strange question, but
especially when it is asked by those who do
precisely this for their own children. Money
cannot do everything in life. It cannot buy
decency. It obviously does not buy honesty
or generosity of spirit. But if the goal is to
repair a roof or to install a wiring system or
remove lead poison or to pay for a computer
or persuade a first-rate teacher to remain in
a tough job. I think money is a fine solution.
Money is a fine solution.

If money is a solution for the mili-
tary machine, then why is it not a so-
lution for the building of a society
where the most important resource is
an educated population? An educated
population is the most important re-
source of a great power.

Mr. Kozol goes on to point out that
many people use as an example some
urban district somewhere which has a
high per capita education expenditure,
but is not working. This is using an ex-
ample of why money does not solve
problems.

I doubt if you can find three or four
education systems where you have a
higher amount of money being spent
per capita than is being spent in the
suburban districts across the country.
Where people have money, they choose
to spend large amounts on their
schools. There per capita rates are
much higher.

In New York State, the highest per
capita rate is $17,000 per pupil. That is
only one district. Many other districts
spend $12,000, $11,000, $10,000 on their
schools per pupil. In New York City
they barely eke out $7,000 per year per

child. When studies are done on how
the $7,000 per child per year is spent,
there is a clear indication that it is
lopsided from one district to another.
New York City has a student body of 1
million pupils, 60,000 to 65,000 teachers.
It is a mammoth system, shifting
things around. You will find the poor-
est neighborhoods and the lowest
grades which have the most difficulty
in teaching children have the least
amount of resources. They are not
spending $7,000 per child simply be-
cause the biggest expenditure in any
budget is the personnel budget. The
personnel budget is driven by the
length of time that teachers are in the
system. The districts which have the
children which need the help most,
they have the least experienced teach-
ers, because they have the most dif-
ficult school systems, difficult jobs.
Many teachers, as soon as they qualify
for tenure, they move out of those dis-
tricts, they get transfers, so you have
an ongoing condition where the dis-
tricts that need the help most and the
best teachers have the least experi-
enced teachers. The most experienced
teachers move out, and subsequently
the amount of money being spent per
child is lower and lower in the districts
that need the most expenditures.

That is just one basic phenomena
which explains expenditure difference,
even in a city where the average is
$7,000 per child. You have in the poor-
est districts, in Brownsville, which is
in my district, or the South Bronx,
which is in Congressman SERRANO’s
district, you will have the expenditure
down as low as $3,000 per child, because
of these disparities in personnel sala-
ries.

So it is far too low in many cases,
and in many cases, of course, there are
always ways in which you can improve
the distribution.

So I want to go back to the basic the-
sis, is if we are in times which require
greater and greater amounts of edu-
cation, where individuals cannot sur-
vive, families cannot survive unless
they have wage earners who do have
exceptional education, wage earners
who have the kind of education which
allows them to fit into this high-tech
telecommunications information age
society, we need those people, and the
only way you are going to get those
people is to have an education system
which allows them the opportunity to
get the kind of education necessary to
qualify for these jobs.

This is something that planners have
understood for a long time, professors
in universities have understood a long
time. The people in the street under-
stand it, too. They keep crying. They
cry out for more and more resources to
be devoted to education. Whenever
they are asked a question or given an
opportunity to express their opinion,
they make it quite clear that edu-
cation ought to be one of the highest
priorities in Federal expenditures.

We keep ignoring them. It is amazing
how we just turn our back on the will

of the people in a democracy. The great
question is when are the people going
to wake up and understand that they
have the power? They have the power,
if they really believe that education is
a priority and it has been that way for
the last 5 years, it is ranked in the top
four or five. Health care was once a pri-
ority 3 or 4 years ago, but education
was No. 2 or No. 3. Recently the New
York Times and USA Today and some
others did polls which show that edu-
cation had eclipsed everything. It was
at the very top for a while, over health
care, over crime. So people keep telling
us again and again that their common-
sense knowledge tells them that we
ought to be investing more in edu-
cation. But we refuse to do it. We let
these savage inequalities that Jona-
than Kozol talks about, savage inequal-
ities that are destroying young people,
continue year in and year out. We are
reminded of Shakespeare’s words in
King Lear, ‘‘Fool me not so much to
bear it tamely; touch me with noble
anger,’’ which in street language
means somebody ought to get mad,
ought to get very mad.

b 1900
This is rotten. Smells to high heaven.

Why are our mayors cutting education
when the people said that education
should be the highest priority expendi-
ture? Why are Governors cutting edu-
cation when the people in the States
said education ought to be the highest
priority? Why does our Federal Govern-
ment insist on cutting education when
the people across the Nation said edu-
cation should be the highest priority?
What is going on? What is going on in
our democracy?

Somebody ought to get very mad,
and I hope that every parent, every
person who cares about America, will
understand that we ought to get angry
at decisionmaking which completely
ignores priorities that are set by the
people. Education is that clear prior-
ity.

We had testifying today Deputy Sec-
retary of Education Madeleine Kunin,
and she only echoed what the other
witnesses had said before. I quote from
the testimony of Deputy Secretary
Kunin:

As Secretary Riley and I meet with par-
ents, students and business and community
leaders around the country, we hear what
you hear, that education is America’s top
priority because it is America’s greatest con-
cern. The public understands what education
means for our children’s future and for the
future of our Nation. As they see companies
downsizing, their own jobs threatened or
lost, they look around and they see who is
left standing: the men and women with the
highest computer and technical skills.

In short, Americans are seeing that
the greatest job security belongs to
those who have the best and most ad-
vanced education. Education is the cur-
rency of the future.

I continue to quote Deputy Secretary
Kunin. ‘‘As the President has often
said, how much you learn determines
what you earn.’’ Few Americans argue
with that conclusion.
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Many Americans, however, argue

with the approach that the majority in
Congress has taken in cutting support
for education at the very moment when
the demand for higher and more edu-
cation by all Americans is growing at
an unprecedented rate. Demand is
growing on two fronts. Sheer numbers
tell part of the story. We are going to
be educating more children in elemen-
tary and secondary education than
ever before. We expect growth to in-
crease by a million students next year,
nearly 6 million students by the year
2005, a 10 percent increase nationwide,
including a 22 percent increase in Cali-
fornia alone.

Continuing to quote Deputy Sec-
retary Kunin:

Just to imagine present class sizes, which
already are too large, 50,000 new teachers
will have to be hired for the coming school
year. Fifty thousand new teachers have to be
hired just to keep up with the growing num-
bers. If we want to move to improve the
ratio of teachers to students and have lower
class sizes, smaller classes, then of course we
would need more than 50,000 new teachers.

To continue to quote Secretary
Kunin:

Today every student has to reach here or
his full potential. No mind can be wasted.
Without a high school degree today, you
can’t earn a decent living. Even with a high
school degree, you have a tough time in the
job market. K–12 is becoming K–14 as tech-
nical schools and community colleges are
providing first-generation college students
with the skill they want and they need. Our
ability to meet this avalanche of demand for
education depends on support from all levels
of government aimed at providing better
educational opportunities for children. All
those who have an impact on education must
join hands. Together we must build this vil-
lage in which to raise our children. There is
no time for the politics of blame or for de-
monizing the Federal Government.

It is hard to understand why the ma-
jority in Congress would decrease re-
sources in the face of rising demand for
education. the House appropriations
bill would create a massive education
deficit, and among the victims would
be our children and our Nation’s fu-
ture. Their cuts are in the areas of
highest priority to the American peo-
ple: support for basic skills, safe and
drug-free schools, raising standards,
better training for teachers, getting
technology into the classroom, and ac-
cess to college and post-secondary edu-
cation.

To continue to quote the Deputy Sec-
retary:

For example, the House-approved appro-
priations bill would take away $3.7 billion
from education. That is for one year, the
coming fiscal year. Sadly, the loss of these
funds will have the greatest impact on chil-
dren who need to read better, who want to
prepare for a career, and who may attend
schools where standards are still low, and
these children can catch up and do well if
they are given extra help, the extra help that
they need.

Why should we take this chance
away from them? Indeed, the purpose
of title I programs is to help these
needy children succeed. How odd it is
then that this program takes such a

big hit in the budget fight. Education
takes a 17-percent cut across the board.
In some communities with a high per-
centage of poor children, the impact of
this cut will be as high as 25 percent. If
these cuts are enacted, some 40,000 to
50,000 aides and teachers will have to be
let go. The Washington jargon, con-
tinuing resolution it is called, has a
different meaning for the children
served by these aides and teachers. For
them it is a discontinuing resolution,
stopping their education just when
many were getting started.

Let me give you a few examples of
what these cuts mean in classrooms
across this country. ‘‘Last year I was
in California,’’ I am quoting Madeleine
Kunin, Deputy Secretary of the De-
partment of Education:

Last year I was in California meeting with
San Francisco School Superintendent Bill
Rojas and mayor Willie Brown. They told me
that these cuts would force elimination of 12
schools from the title I program, affecting
4,162 students who need to learn the basics to
pass and get ahead. The remaining schools of
the title I program could face the elimi-
nation, would face the elimination of teacher
aides, library staff, computer labs, and the
gutting of reading labs through the loss of
reading specialists, materials, and equip-
ment.

Their story is not unique. New York
City, while we have seen great success
recently in improved test scores, will
lose $67 million in title I funds. And
those dollars support 1,500 classroom
teachers. These cuts come at a bad
time, right when the new chancellor
announced that he is determined to
make sure that every third-grade child
reads at grade level.

Secretary Riley, in his state of edu-
cation speech last week, called for the
entire Nation to focus on helping our
children read, a goal that will not be
achieved if these budget cuts stay in
place. The same story is true in Phila-
delphia. A loss of $13 million, 300 teach-
ers and aides as well as services. In
Chicago, these title I cuts could trans-
late to layoffs of 600 teachers. In San
Diego, 11,000 students could be denied
title I services. Perhaps the most disas-
trous impact will be felt by our young-
est children at the highest poverty lev-
els.

At McNair school in north Charles-
ton, 80 percent of the students live in
public housing. The school receives
$455,000 in title I support. What will
change without this money? The
Charleston Post and Courier report
that the programs at risk include all-
day kindergarten, special reading pro-
grams, the schools’ computer lab, staff
development, and a 6-week summer en-
richment program. These cuts will be
real and painful if the Congress does
not act to prevent them.

Already schools are being forced to
take action because they must plan
ahead. As you know, the education
budget is forward-funded, and for good
reason. Schools must get budgets
passed in their own communities and
sign contracts and buy books for next
year. Such local decisions are made in

the springtime, months after Congress
usually enacts an education appropria-
tions bill for the next school year. But
this springtime, time is running out.

It makes no sense that some of the
same people who say government
should be run like a business are will-
ing to let school principals, super-
intendents, legislators, and school
boards twist in an uncertain wind with
no sense of how much Federal aid they
can expect. The result of this uncer-
tainty is that decisions to cut back on
education are being made at school
board meetings around the country as
we speak.

In Boston, school officials had to sub-
mit their draft budget for next year 4
weeks ago. If nothing changes, teachers
must be notified by May 15 of any lay-
offs. Monroe County, WV, receives 25
percent of its district budget from Fed-
eral funds and would have to announce
teacher contracts by April 1. Right
now, they plan to lay off 15 to 20 teach-
ers in six schools.

Moreover, the House-approved appro-
priations bill would actually eliminate
all funding for Goals 2000, ending excel-
lence grants to thousands of schools
around the country which are trying to
raise their academic standards, involve
parents in communities and education,
and they are preparing teachers for the
challenges of the 21st century class-
room.

At a time when 72 percent of Ameri-
cans say drugs and violence are serious
problems in local schools, it is not easy
to understand how the House could ap-
prove a 55-percent cut in the safe and
drug-free schools program, reducing
funding in this program by nearly $200
million.

The impact of budget cuts will be felt
on higher education as well. If direct
lending is capped or killed, students
and schools in the program will be de-
prived of a streamlined program that
has worked, making access to student
loans easier and cheaper and enabling
them to pay their loans back more
readily.

We also have a difference of opinion
with the congressional leadership on
Pell grants. We are pleased that a $100
increase was approved, but we must do
more and raise the grant to $2,620 as
more students depend on financial aid
to further their college education.

I am still quoting from the Deputy
Secretary of Education, Madeleine
Kunin: From my own life, I know the
value of education. I came to this coun-
try as a child who could not speak Eng-
lish. My mother believed that anything
is possible in America and our access
to education made her more than an
idol dreamer. It made her a prophet.
What was there for me and for you
must be there for this generation of
children. That is what this budget bat-
tle is all about. It is about making
hope more than rhetoric, making it a
reality.

I end the quote from the testimony of
the Deputy Secretary of Education,
Madeleine Kunin, and I return to the
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statement of author Jonathan Kozol
and the spirit of the testimony of Jona-
than Kozol. The spirit of the testimony
of Jonathan Kozol is that we have a
moral dilemma. We have a situation
where the powerful decisionmakers of
America have made a decision to throw
overboard large numbers of children, a
large percentage of the population, just
forget about them. We have a situation
in America where large numbers of
decisionmakers, people in power, are
choosing to take care of their children,
send them to the best schools, appro-
priate money and resources or make
available money and resources through
private sources for their own children,
while the rest of America, a large part
of it, goes down the drain.

I think Mr. Kozol used the word
‘‘triage.’’ Triage is something that
originated in war. It is a French term
where when you had large numbers of
wounded congregated, they had to
make some decisions about how to use
their meager resources. They had a
limited number of doctors, nurses, and
medicine, so they would line people up,
and those who were only partially
wounded or not so serious were put in
one category and not given much at-
tention, and those who were so far gone
that it was felt that resources should
not be wasted on them were put in an-
other category and left to die, and
those in the middle, of course, who be-
longed to neither category were given
attention.

Well, we have decided to do some-
thing similar in a situation where
there is no need for it. We are not on a
battlefield. There is no emergency. We
do not need a revolution. We do not
need to balance the budget overnight
in ways which force us into a situation
where we have to participate in triage.
But triage is going forward because the
majority in this House and the major-
ity which controls the Congress at this
point has decided that America should
be an America for an elite group. We
are going to go into the pampering of
an oligarchy. A small group will be
placed into the situation where they
will be able to make unlimited profits,
they will be able to live without any
disturbances from the rest of the popu-
lation. Ten percent of the people will
make all the money they can make.
Ten percent of the people would not
have to be bothered with any taxes
which fund the programs that make
the Nation go. Ten percent of the peo-
ple are going to be parasites on the na-
tional tradition and on all that has
gone before them.

People are making large amounts of
money on Wall Street on telecommuni-
cations investments, investments in
computers, investments in cable tele-
vision, investments of all kinds of
gadgets which are driven by modern
technology which was developed by the
American people’s money. Taxpayers
financed the development of tele-
communications. At the end of World
War I and World War II, we invested
billions of dollars to develop radar, to

develop miniaturization, to develop
ways in which you could use fre-
quencies more effectively. All of this
was developed by the resources and the
taxes of the American people. And the
American people deserve to have a
share of that investment.

b 1915

We now have frequencies, spectrums
above our head. I have used this exam-
ple many times, and I do not think I
can say it too often. The spectrum be-
longs to the American people. The air
over our heads, the atmosphere over
our heads, nobody has the right to
claim that. It belongs to the people.
The Government should not give that
away. The Government should use it in
ways which benefit all of the people.

If we are going to sell it, we should
sell it at prices which benefit all the
taxpayers. I certainly propose we do
not even sell it, we lease it, so nobody
thinks they own the spectrum, they
own the frequencies up there. It is like
the early America, where we had the
great land rush, and there was land
which we claimed that nobody owned,
and we gave it to white American set-
tlers. The native Americans, they
owned it, so it was taken from them.

But without getting into that argu-
ment, at least there was a democratic
process of allowing people to partici-
pate in the land rush. Black people
were not allowed to participate, even
after the slaves were freed. They could
not participate in the land rush, but all
white Americans could participate in
the land rush. Immigrants who were
white could participate in the land
rush. They were given land, land that
belonged to the people, that belonged
to the Government.

So we have a similar situation above
our heads with a spectrum as invalu-
able as land. Let us not cry about the
lack of resources. Let us not tax Amer-
ican families anymore. Let us make
the corporations who want to use those
frequencies and want to use those spec-
trums, let us let them pay for it. It is
a way to justly derive revenue, revenue
which can then be used to pay for more
education.

Why do we not have a dedicated tax
for all the Internet transactions above
a certain amount of money, commer-
cial transactions above $10, put a tax
on them of some percentage, and have
that tax on the Internet transactions
become a way to finance the informa-
tion access that is needed for the rest
of the public? We need to have access
for everybody, so we need libraries and
schools to be wired, we need computers
to be available in some public centers,
public telecommunication centers, or
in libraries where people can go in and
make use of the information age, re-
gardless of their income.

All of this could be financed pain-
lessly by attaching a dedicated tax to
transactions that take place over the
Internet, or various other electronic
communications transactions. We
could have a trust fund. We call it the

information superhighway, so let us
use the analogy. We have a highway
trust fund very successfully. The high-
way trust fund is based upon a tax that
is placed on gasoline. That tax money
is used to build highways, a successful
interstate net across the country. We
have the best highway system in the
world, because we had a dedicated tax
to take care of that.

Now we are on the information super-
highway, and why not have that funded
in the same way: establish a trust fund
through dedicated revenue, give the
revenue that we have derived back to
the States on a per capita basis. If we
want to hand things down to the State,
there is a situation where we could eas-
ily, without a bureaucracy, hand down
the money that is collected through
this dedicated revenue process to the
States on the basis of the number of
people in each State.

I say that because I would like to see
New York State for a change get a fair
shake in some kind of Federal pro-
gram. We have the phenomenon in New
York where we are still paying far
more into the Federal Treasury than
we get back in aid. You would not be-
lieve that when you hear them talk.
We get large amounts of aid from title
I, a large amount of aid from Medicaid
and Medicare. People look at all that
and say ‘‘New York gets more than
anybody else.’’ New York has more
people, and New York chooses to spend
its money on Medicaid and on Medi-
care, instead of on F–22 planes or Sea
Wolf submarines. I can think of no
more noble way to spend money than
to spend it on the health of people.

Yes, you can always get rid of some
waste, some corruption; you can al-
ways streamline the process. But if you
are spending money on the health care
of New Yorkers, that is money well
spent. In New York, we should raise
our heads high, because our share of
what we are getting from the Federal
Government is being used to help peo-
ple in various positive ways. We are
not building weapons systems that will
no longer be needed, weapons systems
that are very expensive and obsolete.

New York State in 1994 gave, through
a tax collection process, the Federal
Government $18.9 billion more than it
got back in Federal aid. You might say
‘‘Why did you calculate it that way?’’
We have been following this for a few
years. The Kennedy School of Govern-
ment has a table which shows that con-
sistently, New York has given more to
the Federal Government then it has
gotten back in terms of aid. We do not
have any big defense plants, any Sea
Wolf submarines, any aircraft carriers,
so we do not get back large amounts of
money like Marietta, GA, does. The
southern States altogether get back $65
billion more from the Federal Govern-
ment than they pay into the Federal
Government.

I am mentioning this because we
have a dogma here about States rights
and block grants to the States, the
States can do it so much better. New
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York could probably exist far better if
you were to give it back its own
money. If we had $18 billion, almost $19
billion that is ours to spend as we see
fit, we can solve all the budget prob-
lems of New York State.

Those who talk about States rights
and passing education programs and
school lunch programs and AFDC, Med-
icaid, passing it down to the States,
you had better stop and think twice
about placing such a high priority on
States rights in running programs and
funding programs. On education, there
are many States that would be short-
changed if they have to pay for their
own costs without Federal funds. Many
of the Federal funds flow out of the
northwest States like New York and
Michigan; midwest States like Michi-
gan and Wisconsin. They are still pay-
ing far more to the Federal Govern-
ment than they get back.

Let me conclude by saying what we
need is leadership that recognizes that
triage will not work. No part of the
population should be thrown over-
board. If you are not going to throw a
portion of the population overboard,
then you invest in education.

You must face the realities of 1996.
There is a technological revolution.
There is an information age revolution.
There are going to be large dislocations
that you have always in the work
force. We want to have certain kinds of
value systems developed. We want to
have fairness across the board, and ev-
erybody participate in the prosperity
of America.

The only way we know at this point
to do that, the way we are certain will
have a direct impact on that problem,
is education, more investment in edu-
cation, more investment in job train-
ing. Some genius may come along later
on and find some other way to deal
with the problem in addition to invest-
ing in education and job training. It
may be there may be a pill people can
take to help solve the problem at some
time in the future. I do not know. We
do not have any way to predict the
wonders of technology and medicine.

But we do know education and job
training are absolutely necessary in
order to cope with the current difficul-
ties we are facing in this society,
whether you are talking about crime
problems, AIDS problems; you name
the problem, and education is part of
the solution.

Let us go forward and reject the phi-
losophy of the Republican majority.
Let us not disinvest in education at
this point. Let us follow the trend of
the thinking of the people who ap-
peared at our forum today. Twenty
people came from all walks of life.
They said ‘‘The American people say
that common sense dictates that we
should invest more and more in edu-
cation.’’ I hope we will go forward and
do that.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Georgia

[Mr. KINGSTON] is recognized for 60
minutes.

[Mr. KINGSTON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
will stand in recess subject to the call
of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 24 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
f
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AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COBLE) at 9 o’clock and 28
minutes p.m.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
Miss COLLINS of Michigan (at the re-

quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today and
the balance of the week, on account of
illness in the family.

Mrs. CHENOWETH (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY), for today, on account of
illness in the family.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DEUTSCH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, for 5

minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. FOLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes
each day on today and March 6, 7, and
8.

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. CHRISTENSEN) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BARR of Georgia, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
By unanimous consent, permission to

revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) and to in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. CLAY.
Mr. LANTOS.
Mrs. SCHROEDER.
Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Mr. REED.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. FOLEY) and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BENTSEN) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. BERMAN.
Ms. PELOSI.
Mr. ORTIZ.
Ms. DELAURO.
Mr. MENENDEZ in two instances.
Mr. STARK.
Mr. BORSKI.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. OWENS) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DAVIS.
Mrs. MORELLA in two instances.
Mr. MENENDEZ in two instances.
Mr. BEREUTER in two instances.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. GILLMOR.
Mr. JACOBS.
Mr. STARK.
Mr. BORSKI.
Mr. MOAKLEY.
Mr. GOODLATTE.
Mr. PALLONE.
Mr. LEWIS of California.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
Mr. MEEHAN.
Mr. BARCIA.
f

ADJOURNMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the House stands adjourned.

There was no objection.
Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 29 min-

utes p.m.), the House adjourned until
Wednesday, March 6, 1996, at 11 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2174. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quests for emergency fiscal year 1996 supple-
mental appropriations for emergency ex-
penses related to recent natural disasters in
the United States and the Virgin Islands, and
to designate the amount made available as
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107 (H.
Doc. No. 104–183); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

2175. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting notification of the De-
partment’s intention to contract the sale of
Naval Petroleum Reserve Numbered 1, also
known as the Elk Hills Reserve without pro-
viding for the use of competitive procedures;
to the Committee on National Security.

2176. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting final priority—Research
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